INTRODUCTION
sumes that when treated fairly by a particular source, a social exchange relationship may develop between the employee and that exact source. Furthermore, attitudes and behavioral reactions are formed not in a general way, but with reciprocity, back toward the source. Thus, supervisory justice perceptions would be expected to be more predictive of satisfaction with one's supervisor and organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisors, than global satisfaction/citizenship, or attitudes/behaviors directed at a different source (Rupp & Paddock, 2010) .
Furthermore, recent meta-analysis results (Rupp, Shao, Jones, & Liao, 2014) showed that structuring justice by source (the supervisor and the organization) could explain more variance in employee attitudes and behaviors directed toward the source than does structuring by justice type. Moreover, this study gave support to the target similarity model, showing that social exchange with a source mediates multi-foci effects.
Multi-foci research and theory focus on main and mediating effects of different sources of justice on employee reactions. As such, little is known about the potential for joint, interactional effects of different sources on employee attitudes and behaviors. There are barely a few recent studies that explicitly examined the possibility of those effects (Lavelle, Rupp, Manegold, & Thorton, in press ). For example, Price, Lavelle, Henley, Cocchiara, and Buchanan (2006) found that it only took one source acting unfairly at any stage of a decision process to negatively influence following reactions. Rupp, Bashshur, and Liao (2007) presented evidence of an adverse effect of misalignment between supervisory and organizational justice climate on employees' reactions. According to Rupp et al. (2014) , the possibility of detected multi-foci interactive effects is intriguing and the literature could benefit from more research in this area.
In line with that, the aim of this study is to verify the interactive (cross-foci) effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice on different outcomes: supervisory satisfaction, trust in leadership, perceived psychological contract fulfillment and organizational citizenship behavior directed towards organization.
Supervisory satisfaction and trust in leadership have both been considered as supervisor-related outcomes. They should primarily depend on supervisory justice as compared to organizational justice, due to the target similarity model. Research has found that perceptions of supervisory justice predict satisfaction with supervision (e.g., Liao & Rupp, 2005; Masterson et al., 2000) . Also, studies on building trust in the supervisor show that justice perceptions are a significant factor in this process (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; DeConinck, 2010) . Furthermore, psychological contract fulfillment and organizational citizenship behavior toward the organization are both considered as organization-related outcomes. Therefore, they should in a larger extent depend on organizational justice. Perceptions of organizational justice are considered as an important factor for the experience of the psychological contract breach (e.g., Epitropaki, 2013; Morrison & Robinson, 1997) , as well as for employees' drift to engage in OCB (Cohen-Charash, & Spector, 2001; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002) .
According to our knowledge, interactive effects of different sources of justice on employees' trust in leadership and their estimation of the psychological contract fulfillment have not been investigated yet. Neither have the interactive effects of multi-foci types of justice (i.e. distributive, procedural and interactional) on these four outcomes been considered simultaneously.
First, we propose that the prediction of all the outcomes (either in a positive or negative direction), will be the most pronounced when the perceptions of (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice coming from different sources (supervisor and organization) are aligned (both of them entirely fair or unfair).
Justification for this hypothesis can be gathered from the theory of congruence in organizational research: studies of P-O fit (e.g., Edwards, 1994) , performance ratings (e.g., Johnson & Ferstl, 1999) , or supervisory vs. organizational support (e.g., Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003) . For example, researches have shown the theoretical value of perceived incongruence between supervisory and organizational support. Employees could have difficulties bonding with an organization when they are uncertain whether the supervisor and organization will show consistency in support, including which behaviors they might reward and value (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003) . Also, in the framework of organizational justice literature, consistency of justice types (within the same foci) is found to be meaningful. Studies have shown that the strongest negative reactions to injustice occur when the individual perceives both unfair outcomes (distributive injustice) and unfair procedures (procedural injustice), while the strongest positive reactions most likely occur when outcomes and procedures are both seen as fair (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997) .
Second, based on the target similarity model, we propose that supervisor oriented outcomes (supervisory satisfaction and trust in leadership) will be more sensitive to supervisory (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice, while or-ganization oriented outcomes (psychological contract fulfillment and organizational citizenship behavior toward organization) will be more related to organizational justice.
METHOD Participants
Data was collected from a convenient sample of 673 employees, recruited from 32 Croatian organizations that represent a variety of diverse industries (e.g., public and private sector, manufacturing, service), departments (e.g., accounting, production, personnel), and organizational levels [e.g., ranging from workers (48%), experts (33%), first-line supervisors (11%) to middle managers (8%)]. The gender composition of the sample was 42% male and 58% female. Slightly more than 70% of the employees are in the category up to 50 years of age, and the vast majority of participants (86%) has more than five years of work experience in the current organization.
Instruments
Multi-foci justice measure Multi-foci justice measure (Jakopec & Sušanj, 2014 ) was used to assess employees' perceptions of (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice in the workplace, taking into account the source of perceived fairness (the superior manager and the organization as a whole). The questionnaire contains a total of 30 items, of which 15 items intended to measure supervisory distributive, procedural and interactional justice and the same 15 items (with the variation of justice source only) were used to measure three organizational justice dimensions. Within each source, five items measured each of the three justice dimensions. Items were presented in Likert-type format with a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Six models were tested and compared within confirmatory factor analysis in order to determine the best-fitting one. Results of CFA confirmed that the most appropriate model is the one that consists of six latent factors, which means that it takes into account the three-dimensionality of both justice sources (χ² [df = 390; N = 673] = 1200.9, p < 0.001; NC = 3.1; CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.93; AGFI = 0.94; NFI = 0.92; PGFI = 0.77; RMSEA = 0.06; AIC = 1410.9). Composite scores were defined as mean values of all item estimations for each justice dimension, with higher scores indicating higher perceived supervisory/organizational justice for each of the three justice types. Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the three types of perceived supervisory justice were 0.93 for distributive (PSJ-D), 0.88 for procedural (PSJ-P), and 0.89 for interactional justice (PSJ-I). Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the three types of perceived organizational justice were 0.90 for distributive (POJ-D), 0.84 for procedural (POJ-P), and 0.87 for interactional justice (POJ-I). An example of items are My supervisor/organization rewards me fairly given the effort I put in my work for supervisory/organizational distributive justice; My supervisor/organization uses objective procedures when evaluating my job performance for supervisory/ organizational procedural justice and My supervisor/organization respects me for supervisory/organizational interactional justice.
Supervisory satisfaction
Supervisory satisfaction, a 6 item subscale, adjusted from Gregson's (1987) Job satisfaction questionnaire, was used to assess employees' supervisory satisfaction (SS). Items were presented in Likert-type format with a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Composite score was defined as a mean value of all 6 item estimations, with a higher score indicating higher supervisory satisfaction. Cronbach's alpha coefficient for supervisory satisfaction was 0.79. An example of items is My superior does his job well.
Trust in leadership
Trust in leadership (adjusted from Marlowe & Nyhan, 1992) was used to measure subordinates' trust in their supervisor (TL). The scale contains 7 items, presented in Likert-type format with a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Composite score was defined as a mean value of all 7 item estimations, with a higher score indicating higher trust in leadership. Cronbach's alpha coefficient for trust in leadership was 0.89. An example of items is My supervisor can make good decisions and judgments.
Psychological contract fulfillment
Psychological contract fulfillment (scale adjusted from Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994 ) was used to assess employees' estimation of the psychological contract fulfillment (PCF). The scale contains 7 items, presented in Likert-type format with a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Composite score was defined as a mean value of all 7 item estimations, with a higher score indicating higher estimation of the psychological contract fulfillment. Cronbach's alpha coefficient for psychological contract fulfillment was 0.77. An example of items is My employer provided me a high pay.
Organizational citizenship behavior
Organizational citizenship behavior (adjusted from Coleman & Borman (2000) Organizational Citizenship Performance scale) was used to assess employees' organizational citizenship behavior towards organization (OCB-O). The scale contains 12 items, presented in Likert-type format with a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Composite score was defined as a mean value of all 12 item estimations, with a higher score indicating higher employees' organizational citizenship behavior towards the organization. Cronbach's alpha coefficient for organizational citizenship behavior towards the organization was 0.79. An example of items is I was promoting and defending my organization.
Procedure and analysis
The research was conveyed in larger or smaller groups at the employee's organization. It lasted about 30 minutes. Participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous. Data was analyzed using a combined polynomial regression and response surface method approach. The step-by-step procedure suggested by Shanock, Baran, Gentry, Pattison, & Heggestad (2010 was strictly followed and applied: we (1) inspected how many participants have discrepancies between the two predictors, (2) ran polynomial regression in SPSS and calculated the surface values (details are presented in the Note of Table 3 ), (3) graphed the results in Excel and finally (4) interpreted the surface values and graph.
We applied common form of the equation to test for relationships using polynomial regression:
where Z is the outcome variable, X is first predictor (PSJ dimension in this case), and Y is the second predictor (POJ dimension in this case). Rather than directly interpreting the results from the polynomial regression analysis, the coefficients from the analysis are used to consider what is named the "response surface pattern" (Edwards, 1994; Shanock et al., 2010 Shanock et al., , 2014 which is graphed to produce a three-dimensional visual representation of the data to support the interpretation, as suggested by Shanock et al. (2010 Shanock et al. ( , 2014 .
We used SPSS Syntax and Excel spreadsheet provided from authors (Shanock et al., 2010 (Shanock et al., , 2014 for calculating and graphing the results.
RESULTS

Descriptive statistics and correlations
The descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for all variables measured are shown in Table 1 .
As expected, the correlations between all predictor and outcome variables were moderately to highly positive and significant, although the correlations between supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice and OCB-O were lower comparing to other outcome variables. 
Descriptive information about the occurrence of justice discrepancies
Frequencies of the perceived supervisory justice (PSJ) levels over, under, and in agreement with perceived organizational justice (POJ) levels for all justice types are presented in Table  2 . More than 30% of the sample has values of each type of PSJ and POJ that are diverse from each other in one direction or the other which is more than the satisfying 10% suggested by Shanock et al. (2010) to conclude that exploring how discrepancies between these justice sources related to outcome variables makes practical sense. Note. N = 673. PSJ = perceived supervisory justice; POJ = perceived organizational justice; D = distributive; P = procedural; I = interactional.
Results of polynomial regression and response surface analysis
Results of polynomial regression and response surface analysis for all outcome variables are presented in Table 3 . Because all types of PSJ and POJ are positively related to all outcome variables (OV), when PSJ and POJ are in agreement (i.e., employee's perceptions of each source of justice are at essentially the same level), a linear relationship is proposed. Thus, a significant positive slope of the line of perfect agreement (a1) along with a non-significant curvature along the line of perfect agreement (a2) as related to OV is expected. Further- more, when PSJ is greater than POJ or vice versa, it is expected that OV will be lower than when the two justice sources are in agreement and positive. More precisely, this proposition corresponds to an expectation of a significant negative curvature along the line of incongruence (a4) as it relates to OV. Additionally, due to target similarity effect (Lavelle et al., 2007) , the direction of discrepancy may differentially affect OV. For example, PSJ may be more important than POJ to maintaining SS and TL because these attitudinal outcomes are directed toward the supervisor, not the organization itself. More precisely, this proposition corresponds to an expectation of a significant positive slope of the line of incongruence (a3) as it relates to SS and TL, and a significant negative slope of the line of incongruence (a3) as it relates to PCF and OCB-O.
622
Effects of justice sources (mis)alignment on each outcome will be individually clarified, due to the complexity of the results.
Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on supervisory satisfaction.
Response surface plots are shown in Figure 1 .
First surface plot in Figure 1 refers to the (mis)alignment of distributive justice perceptions coming from different sources. The surface tests resulted in a significant positive a1 value with a non-significant a2 value (see Table 3 
FIGURE 1
Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on supervisory satisfaction in SS is enhanced by both sources of distributive justice in combination. The degree (a4) of discrepancy (misalignment) between PSJ-D and POJ-D in relation to the SS was insignificant, meaning that the degree of discrepancy did not matter. The significant and positive direction of discrepancy (a3) indicates that SS is higher when the direction of the discrepancy is such that PSJ-D is higher than POJ-D than vice versa. SS levels decreased less when the discrepancy was such that PSJ-D was higher than POJ-D than when POJ-D was higher than PSJ-D.
Second and third surface plots in Figure 1 refer to the (mis)alignment of procedural and interactional justice perceptions coming from different sources. They have the same tendency of all a -value significance. Both surface plots resulted in a significant positive a1, insignificant a2, significant positive a3 and significant negative a4 values. Significant positive a1 values indicate that SS improved as PSJ-P and POJ-P, as well as PSJ-I and POJ-I increased. Significantly negative a4 values suggest that SS decreases more sharply as the degree of discrepancy between PSJ-P and POJ-P, and between PSJ-I and POJ-I, respectively, increases. The significant and positive direction of discrepancy (a3) indicates that SS is higher when the direction of the discrepancy is such that PSJ-P / PSJ-I is higher than POJ-P / POJ-I than vice versa.
Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on trust in leadership.
Response surface plots are shown in Figure 2 . 
FIGURE 2
Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on trust in leadership Regarding the TL, the surface tests resulted in significant positive a1 values with insignificant a2 values (see Table 3 ), in all three surface plots. These results suggest that TL is at the highest level when the perceptions of justice from both sources are aligned and positive. This accounts for all three types of justice perceptions. Also, all three surface plots have significant and positive a3 values, which means that TL is higher when the direction of the discrepancy is such that PSJ are higher than the POJ (than vice versa), regardless of justice type. Finally, only the surface plot which refers to the (mis)alignment of procedural justice perceptions coming from different sources, has a significant and negative a4 value. This suggests that TL decreases more sharply as the degree of discrepancy between PSJ-P and POJ-P increases.
Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on psychological contract fulfillment.
Response surface plots are shown in Figure 3 . Figure 3 demonstrates the effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on PCF. All three surface plot tests represented in Figure 3 resulted in a significant positive a1, insignificant a2, and significant negative a4 values. A significant positive a1, along with insignificant a2 values, suggest that PCF increases, as both POJ and PSJ increase. This applies to all justice types. Additionally, all surface plots have a significant and negative a4 value. This suggests that PCF decreases 
FIGURE 3
Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on psychological contract fulfillment more sharply as the degree of discrepancy between justice sources increases. Besides that, when it comes to the perceptions of distributive justice, the direction of discrepancy does not matter as much (the slope of the line of incongruence (a3) is insignificant). However, in the case of procedural and interactional justice, the direction of discrepancy matters a lot -the slope of the line of incongruence (a3) is negative and significant. PCF is far more positive when the direction of the discrepancy is such that POJ is higher than PSJ (than vice versa).
Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on OCB towards organization.
Response surface plots are shown in Figure 4 . Figure 4 shows the effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on OCB-O. Those three surface plots have the same tendency of value significance, which means that the results are consistent regardless of justice type. All of them resulted in a significant positive a1, insignificant a2, insignificant a3 and significant negative a4 values. A significant positive a1 with insignificant a2 values, suggest that OCB-O enhanced, as POJ and PSJ increased. OCB-O is at the highest level when justice perceptions of both sources are aligned and positive. However, when justice sources are both negative and aligned, OCB-O is approximately equally high as when justice sources are both positive and aligned. Additionally, all surface plots have the significant and negative a4 value. These 
FIGURE 4
Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on OCB towards organization results suggest that OCB-O decreased more sharply, as the degree of discrepancy between perceptions of justice coming from different sources increased. At the same time, the direction of discrepancy does not matter as much (insignificant a3 in all three cases). OCB-O is at the lowest level when justice sources are misaligned.
DISCUSSION
This study aimed to contribute to the existing literature by clarifying the nature of interaction between two justice sources, with regard to the different dimensions of justice. It sought to verify the interactive effects of supervisory and organizational justice on supervisor and organization oriented outcomes. The results gave only partial support to the assumptions. Briefly, the results without exception confirm that the positive interaction effects of all three dimensions of justice, on all measured outcomes are most pronounced in situations when employees perceive treatment from both sources as fair. Nevertheless, the effects of the degree and direction of misalignment between organizational and supervisory justice reflect variously, given the observed outcomes and justice types.
The most relevant facet of job satisfaction for this study is the satisfaction with the supervisor. Our results indicate that employees are most unsatisfied with their supervisor when they perceive the allocation of the resources (i.e., distributive justice) as completely unfair from both sources simultaneously. The negative effects of misalignment between organizational and supervisory justice, when it comes to fairness of outcomes allocation, occur only when the supervisor's treatment is perceived as unfair, regardless of the fairness of the organization. Regarding the fairness of procedures and interpersonal treatment, employees are most unsatisfied with their supervisor, not in a situation when both sources are unfair, which was expected, but when the supervisor is perceived as completely unfair, regardless of the fairness of the organization. These findings are in line with the target similarity model (Lavelle et al., 2007) . However, in the situation when the supervisor is perceived as completely fair while the organization is perceived as unfair, employees' satisfaction with him or her still significantly decreases, in comparison to the situation when both sources are perceived as fair, reducing the target similarity effect.
Trust is defined as a psychological state comprising a willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations about the intentions or behavior of another (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998) . Trust in supervisor has been shown to impact in-role behavior, which directly benefits the supervisor (Aryee et al., 2002) . Studies showed that employ-ees who trust their supervisors are more likely to display organizational citizenship behaviors (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994) , voluntarily accept supervisor's decisions and believe in the legitimacy of their decisions (Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996) . Considering distributive and interactional justice, our results suggest that trust in leadership significantly decreases (and is the lowest) in situations when employees perceive the supervisors' allocation of outcomes or interpersonal treatment as unfair. However, when the supervisor is perceived as entirely fair, regardless of the level of organizational unfair treatment, employees' trust is still very high, almost as high as when both sources are perceived as fair, which gives strong support to the target similarity model. Nevertheless, when it comes to the fairness of procedures, things somewhat differ. Misalignment of justice sources negatively affects employees' evaluations of their supervisor. They show the lowest level of trust in the supervision when the supervisor is perceived as unfair while they simultaneously perceive the organization as fair, even lower than in the situation when both sources are perceived unfair, which is evidence of the target similarity effect. However, when supervisors' procedures are perceived as completely fair, and at the same time organizational procedures are perceived unfair, employees have significantly less trust in the supervisor as compared to the situation when both sources are fair. The psychological contract consists of the beliefs that employees hold regarding the conditions and terms of the exchange arrangement between themselves and their organizations (Robinson et al., 1994) . Specifically, they are composed of obligations and promises that employees assume their organization owes them and obligations and promises the employees believe they owe their organization in return. When those promises are met, the psychological contract can be described as being fulfilled, which is certainly something to aim for. When an organization is meeting or exceeding the employee's expectations, it creates in them feelings of being valued and increases their trust. Employees in that case are more prone to return with actions, which aim to benefit the employee and the organization as a whole (Coyle--Shapiro & Kessler, 2002; Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Turnley, Bolino, Lester, & Bloodgood, 2003) . A psychological contract violation or breach exists when an employee perceives that the organization has failed to answer its obligations to him or her (Morrison & Robinson, 1997) . Relating the fairness of procedures and interpersonal treatment, the results of this study show that the degree of misalignment between two justice sources negatively affects employees' estimations of the psychological contract fulfillment, in both directions. However, the strongest negative estimations occur when procedures 629 DRU [. ISTRA@. ZAGREB GOD. 23 (2014), BR. 4, STR. 615-637 and interpersonal treatment coming from the organization are perceived as unfair. With regard to the fairness of outcomes allocation (distributive justice), the direction of misalignment does not even matter; the negative effects of a misalignment degree are very pronounced. In this case, the target similarity effect disappears.
Organizational citizenship behavior refers to a variety of discretionary, extra-role behaviors that contribute to organizational effectiveness but are not explicitly required (e.g., LePine et al., 2002; Organ, 1997) . Organ (1997) suggested that organizational citizenship behavior enhances the social and psychological context that supports task performance, and thus positively and indirectly contributes to organizational effectiveness. It was shown that employees meaningfully discriminate between the different targets when directing their citizenship behaviors (e.g., Karriker & Williams, 2009; Williams & Anderson, 1991) . Hence, citizenship research often relies on the distinction between organizationally and interpersonally oriented citizenship behaviors (Williams & Anderson, 1991) . When it comes to the organization oriented organizational citizenship behavior in this study, the results show a surprising tendency across all justice types. The employees' drift to engage in organizational citizenship behavior towards the organization are almost the same (and very high), irrespective of whether both sources are perceived as fair, on unfair, as long as they are aligned. Misalignment of justice sources negatively affects employees' engagement in organizational citizenship behavior, regardless of the direction of misalignment, which is not consistent with the target similarity model.
In brief, the results gave only partial support to the target similarity model. In most cases, interactive effects of justice coming from different sources are very pronounced. These findings of powerful interactive effects are consistent with the results of previous research examining interactive effects of multi-foci justice (e.g., Price et al., 2006; Rupp et al., 2007) , and with the P-O fit literature, as well. Also, Stapel and Koomen (2001) argued that a variety of social judgment models assert that both the interpretation of a perceived target stimulus and the comparison of this stimulus to a relevant standard are important components of person impression formation processes. Van den Bos (2002) extended Stapel and Koomen's (2001) interpretation/comparison model to the domain of organizational justice. He found that people in organizations sometimes compare the outcomes they have received to the procedures they have experienced. A result of this comparison may be that contrasting effects are found. Specifically, higher levels of procedural justice may lead to more negative, not more positive, reactions of employees.
Similarly, the results of our study show that when comparing different justice sources, the same contrasting effects may be found. As suggested by Rupp et al. (2007) , these findings can be interpreted through the met expectations hypothesis (Wanous, Stumpf, & Bedrosian, 1979) . In the workplace, treatment from one source of justice shapes employee expectations for treatment from other sources. When treatment is negative across all sources, it becomes expected, and employees tolerate it. However, when treatment is incongruent, employees experience misalignment shock and react negatively, not only toward the source of injustice as suggested by Rupp et al. (2007) , but often toward the other (even entirely fair) sources. It is also possible that employees' expected values (i.e. fair treatment) in the organization are a function of employees' personal values. The value percept disparity model (Locke, 1969) recognizes explicitly that employees hold their own values, and perceive values in organizations. Whether values are fulfilled, depends on the employees' cognitive-evaluative processes in which the perceived values of an organization are compared to one's own values. The smaller the disparity between the percept of the organization/supervisor's values and one's own values, the more favorable the evaluation becomes i.e. satisfaction increases (Westbrook & Reilly, 1983) . The same authors argue that employees seek attainment of values, rather than confirmation of their expectations. They found that desire for congruency contributes more to the positive outcomes than the disconfirmation of expectations standard. This might alternatively explain some of the above mentioned findings.
The present study has limitations, as well. First, the study design does not allow conclusions about the causal relationship between constructs, and it does not determine the process of their development and changes over time, so it raises the possibility of alternative interpretations of the results. Second, the average correlations among justice types, both within and between two sources were high. For this research question and analysis method, high correlations between two sources represent a larger issue, compared to those within the same source. However, despite the high intra-source correlations, surface plots regarding the same outcome variable but different justice types exhibit a (somewhat) different pattern and shape of the results. Nevertheless, measurement of (multi-foci) justice perceptions still represents an issue which should be addressed by forthcoming research. Also, it might have been difficult for participants to evaluate distributive justice, whilst they do not have information on comparable peer's pay (Hartmann & Slapničar, 2012) . Additionally, future research should consider controlling the amount of autonomy that supervisors have regarding the allocation of resour-ces. However, regardless of the aforementioned, participants definitely had their perception of distributive justice. Another limitation of the study could be the collection of the data from the same sources, at the same time, using the same (self-ratings) method. This brings up the issue of common method variance. Harman's single-factor test is a widely used technique for addressing the issue of common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003 ). An examination of the un-rotated factor structure of the variables was conducted, and the single-factor analysis revealed that no single factor accounted for the majority of the covariance. There were 10 factors that emerged with eigen values greater than one, accounting for 72% of the variance. The first factor accounted for 24% of the variance. A single factor did not emerge from the factor analysis, and one general factor did not account for the majority (more than 50%) of the covariance among the measures (Podsakoff et al., 2003) ; therefore, it did not appear that common method variance represented a problem for this study. Regarding the convenient sample of employees, we also tested the measurement invariance of justice scales. The results of multi-group analysis within SEM indicated full metric invariance of justice scales, regarding employees' age, gender, level of education, work experience, hierarchical level in the organization and type of organization (public/private).
Finally, this study has some important practical implications, too. The perception of justice of only one source is simply not enough. Paradoxically, if one source is very fair while the other extremely unfair, it can result in a more negative effect than in a situation when both sources are unfair. If we consider different systems and processes of human resource management (appraising, rewarding, training, promoting and informing), organizations should strive not only to the perceptions of fairness, but also to the congruence of those systems and leaders' behavior. Hence, it is not enough just to develop fair systems and processes for managing people, but it is necessary that those systems and processes are also fairly and consistently implemented in practice by managers at all levels of the hierarchy.
